machinery to check up a course after it is once launched. The principal of a school, the district superintendent, the college inspector, or the examining board, are all at hand to decide whether the class is doing well in the course. Suppose, however, that by some exercise of wisdom we had reached the conclusion that the subject ought to be thoroughly overhauled. Whom would we expect to do the overhauling? Would the principal regard it as his task? Or the superintendent, or the inspector?
The question arises: Can a substitute for initiative be found in some kind of systematic procedure that will bring to the door of the school new ideas as fast as these ideas are produced? Can we find some way, other than the brilliant inspiration of the reformer, to break into the complaisant routine of the schools?
In answer to such questions one can project a plan of organized revision which shall lead to an annual overhauling of the curriculum. The mere suggestion of such a plan serves perhaps better than any extended argument to show how far we are at the present moment from any study of the problem and certainly from any solution.
It is hoped that the net impression produced by the discussion will be one of conviction that there is here a broad field for the exercise of scientific ingenuity. W'hile the testing movement and certain other lines of scientific work in education are becoming so highly routinized that they fail at times to stimulate workers to original and constructive efforts, the re-making of the curriculum with its manifold problems and possibilities seems to offer unbounded and inviting opportunities for the exercise of all the genius that educational workers can contribute. ' The ideas of social efficiency, scientific management, experimentalist theory, and psychological measurement were a part of the educational context of the day. The beginnings of scientific inquiry in education had already been made, and piecemeal investigations had done much to generate debate and controversy. But the systematic general formulation of methods of curriculum construction had hardly been approached. Franklin Bobbitt was one of those dedicated to the construction of a science of education and, more than most, concerned himself with the application of scientific principles to the practical problems of schooling. How To Make a Curriculum,8 published in 1924, is an effort to demonstrate how such principles could be used intelligently to go about the task of curriculum building; indeed much of the book's material was derived from the curriculum work that Bobbitt guided for the schools in Los Angeles, California. As a consultant to the Los Angeles school system, Bobbitt was asked to assume responsibility for developing and supervising the construction of the curriculum of the junior high school, and although his employers recognized that "Dr. Bobbitt does not figure as a specialist in the junior high school realm . . . the underlying principles of curriculum making are universal and should apply fairly well to any consecutive group of grades." 9 Thus it was that Bobbitt set out to operationalize as best he could some of the principles he had laid down six years earlier in his book, The Curriculum.lo What were those principles? How were they employed empirically? On what educational assumptions did they rest?
Bobbitt seemed quite aware of the fact that in order to speak intelligently about as complex a problem as the construction of the curriculum, useful distinctions would need to be framed-and this he did. Distinctions between the play and work aspects of education, between antecedent and objective performance, between the general and the vocational curriculum were only a few that he employed in The Curriculum. These distinctions he used and elaborated upon in How To Make a Curriculum. How To Make a Curriculum contains nineteen chapters which can be divided into three general sections. The first section deals with the generic problems of curriculum construction, such as the rationale to be employed, the procedures to be used in formulating educational objectives, and the criteria and characteristics of pupil activities. The second section consists of exemplary educational objectives and curriculum experiences in a variety of subject areas of life domains. The third section of the book presents suggestions for administrators and others in supervisory positions.
For Bobbitt the solution to educational problems could most efficiently be obtained if the procedures of science could be employed, and this he believed was possible. Although he reiterated throughout his work that the educational sciences were still in a relatively undeveloped state, the tools that were available could be used with profit and, if so used, could eliminate waste. The tool that was perhaps most important was the survey or task analysis; and its importance rested upon the assumption that education, insofar as it is carried on in the school, was to prepare children to assume their roles as productive adult citizens. The school was, after all, a social institution. Its support came from the community, and its products ought to feed back into the community to replenish and maintain the society which made education possible in the first place. one that prepares definitely and adequately for these specific activities. However numerous and diverse they may be for any social class they can be discovered. This requires only that one go out into the world of affairs and discover the particulars of which these affairs consist. These will show the abilities, attitudes, habits, appreciations and forms of knowledge that men need. These will be the objectives of the curriculum. They will be numerous, definite and particularized.
The curriculum will then be that series of experiences which children and youth must have by way of attaining those objectives. 13 Educational objectives and their formulation constituted the hub of curriculum planning. The first step for Bobbitt was to identify the domains of activity or responsibility in which all children should develop skills. To do this he "surveyed" twenty-seven hundred "cultivated and well trained adults."'4 Fifteen hundred of this group had been students in his course, "The Curriculum," given in the Department of Education at the University of Chicago. The remainder of the group was composed of school personnel in Los Angeles, where he had served as a consultant. From the suggestions of this group he identified ten major fields of experience, the first nine of which the curriculum of the school should deal with. These were:
(1) language activities, (2) health activities, (3) citizenship activities, (4) general social activities, (5) spare-time activities, (6) keeping oneself mentally fit, (7) religious activities, (8) parental activities, (9) unspecialized or non-vocational activities, and (10) the labor of one's calling.'" Once having identified the significant areas of human life for which schools have responsibility, it was a simple matter to follow this logic through in an attempt to identify the array of tasks that one needed to perform well within each of these domains. This Bobbitt did with meticulous care: The list he presents in How To Make a Curriculum contains 160 educational objectives which range from items such as "ability to use language in all ways required for proper and effective participation in community life,"16 to "ability to make one's sleep contribute in maximum measure to the development and maintenance of a high level of physical vitality."17
What we see in this approach is a serious effort to make curriculum planning rational and education meaningful, to build a curriculum for the schools that was not a product of armchair speculation but a product of the systematic study of society and the demands it makes on men. The survey movement, which began in 1892 with Rice's studies of the performance of students and teachers in the nation's schools, brought in its development a variety of tools that could be employed in order to identify areas of pupil strength and weakness.s1 Cubberley,19 Sears,20 Snedden,21 and others had all conducted important investigations of educational progress. W. W.
Charters, for example, had constructed elaborate studies of academic achievement in the language arts. 22 If the tools these men employed could be used to make the school more efficient in improving its means, perhaps they could be used to formulate educational ends as well. Bobbitt apparently believed this was possible, since he calls people using such tools "curriculum discoverers." In this view, the objectives of the curriculum are discovered by finding out what successful or skilled individuals do in life. The difference between what these competent adults do and what children are able to do constitutes the gap to be reduced through curriculum experience. He outlines the steps to be followed succinctly:
Step 1: Divide life into major activities.
Step 2: Analyze each major activity into specific activities. This process is to continue until he, the curriculum discoverer, has found the quite specific activities that are to be performed.
Step 3: The activities once discovered, one can then see the objectives of educa-
tion.23
In taking this approach to curriculum construction, a number of consequences followed. First, the array of objectives that were for-mulated reached the hundreds and once "discovered" needed to be graded and placed in sequence. Second, since Bobbitt viewed with disdain what he believed were academic and unrealistic assumptions employed by previous curriculum committees, he laid emphasis on the formation of objectives that were related to life. Thus, the objectives were to be stated in activity or, as we say today, in behavioral terms. The student, for Bobbitt, was not a receptacle to be filled but an active organism that needed "unfoldment," a term he used throughout his writings. A third consequence of this approach to curriculum construction was a lack of sufficient attention to the is-ought problem in formulating educational ends. While Bobbitt was aware of the fact that people disagree about the ends of education, he did not adequately speak to this issue in his work. It appeared rational to him to employ scientific procedures to "discover" what the ends of education shall be. And since the society which provided the subject matter for such study was changing, the continuous study of society was an important aspect of curriculum development.
It may be argued fairly that this view is socially adaptive rather than reconstructive in nature. It rests upon the assumption that the end of education is the production of citizens who will be able to perform well in the existing, albeit changing, social order. 24 Bobbitt writes: "The School is not an agency of social reform. It is not directly concerned with improving society. Its responsibility is to help the growing individual continuously and consistently to hold to the type of human living which is the best practical one for him. This should automatically result in an enormous improvement in society in general. But this improvement is not a thing directly aimed at. It is only a by-product." 25 Bobbitt was no social reconstructionist. Although he apparently was sympathetic to some of the insights of experimentalism, the tenor of his educational philosophy was conservative in character.
A fourth consequence of the approach he took in constructing curriculum deals within the variety of personnel he believed was needed for making curriculum decisions. Since he believed that life required the use of a diversity of skills and since education was to prepare the young adequately to use those skills, it was not likely that any one individual-a superintendent, curriculum co-ordinator, or teacher-would have the competence necessary for their identification. Functional education, however, is related directly and consciously to the tasks that are to be done; it is the systematic attempt to prepare the child to exercise power in the performance of life's duties. And it is this latter type of education-the functional type-for which schools have a unique responsibility.
But Bobbitt went on to say that, although a part of functional education deals with vocational preparation, he was concerned in How To Make a Curriculum only with those human tasks that were common to all men; thus his concern was with the general rather than the special or vocational aspects of education. These latter aspects should, he believed, be reserved for the collegiate years and beyond. He abhorred inflicting courses that had only vocational utility upon the general school population-trigonometry, and in many cases algebra, physics, drawing, practical arts, Spanish, and economic geography frequently were employed this way.30 "Never," he italicized in his book, "will a subject be placed in the general training for all persons simply because it's of specialized value for certain This philosophy assumes that education is growth. It assumes that we shall choose such bodies of experience as will contribute to the growth of an individual child. It proceeds on the assumption that the child is more important than the subject. The conflict between the traditional course-of-study notion of education and that of a really dynamic and creative educational concept is so direct and so vital that the prescribed course of study in the traditional sense becomes one of the major obstacles to a really creative and dynamic educational program.... Were we to organize the school with primary regard for the welfare of children we would probably make sure that nowhere in that school do we have a book or pamphlet or set of instructions which prescribes the subject-matter to be taught to any group of children without regard to their needs, interests, or abilities. Tyler's approach to curriculum especially shows a quality similar to that of Bobbitt's, not in its conservative outlook or in its simplicity, but in its rationality. Tyler's cunrriculum rationale,43 which was presented in part in Toward Improved Curriculum Theory,44 was later published in monograph form as a syllabus for a course on curriculum that he taught, and since its publication has had wide dissemination at the University of Chicago and elsewhere. Tyler raises four questions that he believes a curriculum specialist ought to deal with in constructing curriculum for any educational level. These are, "What educational purposes should the school seek to attain? What educational experiences can be provided that are likely to attain these purposes? How can these educational experiences be organized? How can we determine whether these purposes are being attained? 45 
